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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Amendment 

1 . This office action is in response to the arguments filed on 5/23/2008. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed 5/23/2008 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

3. In response to the applicant's argument regarding claim 1 that "planned RF 
coverage does not involve assigning routes at all" (Pages 11-12), the examiner 
disagrees. 

Somoza is directed to the tools needed for designing a wireless network, 
installing a wireless network and efficiently testing the wireless network based upon 
planned RF coverage and street map data. (Abstract) Further, Somoza teaches in 
order to test the planned RF coverage requires "selecting a drive test route within the 
cell based on street map data and planned RF coverage" which is then superimposed 
on the graphically represented cell information (Fig. 6 [620 & 640]) in order to determine 
the actual RF coverage. (Fig. 2 [220 & 240]) Therefore, the applicant's rejection of 
Rickli in view of Somoza is maintained. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1-6, 8-23 and 25-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Rickli et al. (US-5,481 ,588 hereinafter, Rickli) in view of Somoza et 
al. (US-6,336,035 hereinafter, Somoza). 

Regarding claim 1, Rickli teaches a method of testing electromagnetic signal 
strength near a target area (Col. 2 lines 17-20 i.e. testing the field strength in a 
particular cover area), comprising: 

establishing test parameters, (Col. 1 line 51 through Col. 2 line 2, Col. 2 lines 17- 
19, 40-59 and Col. 5 line 44-51) 

employing a service enterprise having a fleet of vehicles serving a territory near 
said target area (Col. 2 lines 60-67), each of said vehicles assigned to one of a plurality 
of routes according to a dispatch plan (Col. 2 lines 60-67, Col. 3 lines 51-55 and Col. 4 
lines 60-66), said dispatch plan comprising vehicle data and route data, (Col. 3 lines 45- 
55, Col. 4 lines 60-66 and Col. 5 lines 18-31) 

installing one of a plurality of electromagnetic signal testing units in a plurality of 
vehicles (Abstract and Col. 2 line 61 test unit 16 mounted on vehicle), and 

receiving data gathered by each of said plurality of signal testing units. (Col. 2 
lines 25-29 and Col. 3 lines 34-39) 

Rickli differs from the claimed invention by not explicitly reciting comparing said 
test parameters to said dispatch plan for each of said plurality of routes, identifying one 
or more optimal routes from among said plurality of routes based on the results of said 



Application/Control Number: 10/763,875 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2617 

comparing, said optimal routes comprises those most nearly satisfying said test 
parameters, with one or more of the vehicles assigned to one each of said one or more 
optimal routes. 

In an analogous art, Somoza teaches a method and system for wireless network 
planning (Abstract) including 

establishing test parameters; (Col. 8 lines 47-50) 

comparing said test parameters to said dispatch plan for each of said plurality of 
routes, (Col. 7 line 64 through Col. 8 line 4 i.e. completed by the software tool, the "test 
parameters" is analogous to the "actual RF propagation" and the dispatch plan is the 
"planned RF coverage" Col. 8 line 13, Fig. 2 [220] and Fig. 6 [620]) 

identifying one or more optimal routes from among said plurality of routes based 
on the results of said comparing, said optimal routes comprises those most nearly 
satisfying said test parameters, (Fig. 2 [220], Fig. 6 [620], Col. 8 lines 1-6, Fig. 6 and 
Col. 8 line 58 through Col. 9 line 12) 

with one or more of the vehicles assigned to one each of said one or more 
optimal routes. (Col. 8 lines 37-57) 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to implement the method for drive testing a base station of Rickli 
after modifying it to incorporate the optimal drive testing routes for a base station of 
Somoza since Somoza enables a software simulation for optimal base station 
deployment locations prior to actually installing the base stations. One of ordinary skill 
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in the art would have been motivated to do this since the optimizing the routes traveled 
saves time and money. (Somoza Col. 7 line 67 through Col. 8 line 1) 

Regarding claim 2, Rickli in view of Somoza teaches the step of establishing test 
parameters further comprises storing a geographic parameter (Somoza Col. 8 [GPS 
hardware, telemetry readings, topographical overlays with actual signal strength 
measurements ect.] and Col. 9), 

and wherein said route data includes a start location, an end location, and one or 
more intermediate stop locations. (Rickli Col. 3 lines 25-45, Somoza Col. 8 line 58 
through Col. 9 line 12 and Fig. 5) 

Regarding claim 3, Rickli in view of Somoza teaches said step of storing a 
geographic parameter further comprises: 

storing one or more tower identifiers, each defining a tower location, (Somoza 
Col. 9 lines 4-7 and Fig. 5 & 7) and 

storing one or more sector identifiers, each of said one or more sector identifiers 
comprising a sector location and an antenna configuration. (Rickli Fig. 1, Somoza Fig. 5 
and 7) 

Regarding claim 4, Rickli in view of Somoza teaches wherein the step of 
establishing test parameters further comprises storing a time parameter describing a 
time window (Rickli Col. 2 lines 44-59 and Somoza Col. 8 lines 34-35), 

and wherein said route data includes a start time corresponding to said start 
location, an end time corresponding to said end location, and one or more intermediate 
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stop durations corresponding to said one or more intermediate stop locations. (Somoza 
Fig. 5 and Col. 8 lines 34-35) 

Regarding claim 5, Rickli in view of Somoza teaches said step of storing a time 
parameter further comprises: 

storing one more lingering parameters, each of said one or more lingering 
parameters comprising a linger duration, a tower identifier, and a sector identifier. 
(Somoza Col. 8 lines 34-35, Fig. 5 and Rickli Col. 3 lines 23-33) 

Regarding claim 6, Rickli in view of Somoza teaches wherein said step of 
establishing test parameters further comprises: 

storing one or more unit parameters, each of said one or more unit parameters 
comprising a unit type and a unit feature, and 

storing a quantity parameter defining an available number of said units, 

and wherein said vehicle data includes a number of vehicles in said fleet. (Rickli 
Col. 5 lines 22-30, 44-51 and Col. 7 lines 48-55) 

Regarding claim 8, Rickli in view of Somoza teaches wherein said step of 
establishing test parameters further comprises: 

assigning a weight to one or more of said test parameters, each of said weights 
correlated to the importance of said one or more of said test parameters relative to the 
other. (Rickli Col. 2 lines 44-48, Col. 3 lines 33-36 and Col. 4 lines 60-65) 

Regarding claim 9, Rickli in view of Somoza teaches wherein said step of 
comparing said test parameters to said dispatch plan is executed by a computer 
software program product. (Somoza Col. 8 lines 1-6) 
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Regarding claim 10, Rickli in view of Somoza teaches wherein said step of 
establishing said test parameters is accomplished by a wireless provider, said wireless 
provider generally unrelated to said service enterprise. (Somoza Col. 7 lines 64 through 
Col. 8 line 52) 

Regarding claim 11, the limitations of claim 11 are rejected as being the same 
reason set forth above in claim 1 . 

Regarding claim 12, the limitations of claim 12 are rejected as being the same 
reason set forth above in claim 2. 

Regarding claim 13, the limitations of claim 13 are rejected as being the same 
reason set forth above in claim 3. 

Regarding claim 14, the limitations of claim 14 are rejected as being the same 
reason set forth above in claim 4. 

Regarding claim 15, the limitations of claim 15 are rejected as being the same 
reason set forth above in claim 5. 

Regarding claim 16, the limitations of claim 16 are rejected as being the same 
reason set forth above in claim 6. 

Regarding claim 17, the limitations of claim 17 are rejected as being the same 
reason set forth above in claim 8. 

Regarding claim 18, the limitations of claim 18 are rejected as being the same 
reason set forth above in claim 1 . 

Regarding claim 19, the limitations of claim 19 are rejected as being the same 
reason set forth above in claim 2. 
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Regarding claim 20, the limitations of claim 20 are rejected as being the same 
reason set forth above in claim 3. 

Regarding claim 21, the limitations of claim 21 are rejected as being the same 
reason set forth above in claim 4. 

Regarding claim 22, the limitations of claim 22 are rejected as being the same 
reason set forth above in claim 5. 

Regarding claim 23, the limitations of claim 23 are rejected as being the same 
reason set forth above in claim 6. 

Regarding claim 25, the limitations of claim 25 are rejected as being the same 
reason set forth above in claim 8. 

Regarding claim 26, the limitations of claim 26 are rejected as being the same 
reason set forth above in claim 9. 

Regarding claim 27, the limitations of claim 27 are rejected as being the same 
reason set forth above in claim 9. 

Regarding claim 28, the limitations of claim 28 are rejected as being the same 
reason set forth above in claim 10. 

6. Claims 7 and 24 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Rickli in view of Somoza as applied to claims 1 and 18 above, and further in view of 
Jones (US-5,752,164). 

Regarding claims 7 and 24, Rickli in view of Somoza teaches the method and 
system of claims 1 and 18, but differs from the claimed invention by not explicitly 
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reciting providing a universal bracket in each vehicle in said fleet, said bracket 
configured to releasably receive any of a variety of types of said testing units. 

In an analogous art, Jones teaches a universal bracket in each vehicle in said 
fleet, said bracket configured to releasably receive any of a variety of types of said 
testing units. (Col. 7 lines 26-40) At the time the invention was made, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to implement the system and method of 
drive testing RF signals from a base station of Rickli in view of Somoza after modifying it 
to incorporate a universal mounting bracket of Jones. One of ordinary skill in the art 
would have been motivated to do this since having a universal mounting bracket allows 
a contractor to easily drive test different devices within a cell, saving time and money. 



Conclusion 

7. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to MATTHEW SAMS whose telephone number is 
(571)272-8099. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8-6. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, George Eng can be reached on (571) 272-7495. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/George Eng/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2617 
MCS 

9/15/2008 



